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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
and 2. Cdains 3 to 12, the other clains in the application,
have been indicated as allowable.?

The clains on appeal are drawn to a plasma system and

!daims 10 and 12 were also finally rejected, but the
exam ner states on page 2 of the examner's answer and in the
Advi sory Action of April 27, 1998, respectively, that the
rejection of these clains has been overcone.
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are reproduced in Appendi x A of appellant's brief.

The references applied in the final rejection are:

Anderson et al. (Anderson) 5,519, 215 May 21,
1996
Collins et al. (Collins) 5, 556, 501 Sep. 17
1996

(filed Apr. 1,
1993)

Claims 1 and 2 stand finally rejected under 35 U S.C. 8§
103(a) as unpatentable over Collins in view of Anderson.?

The basis of the rejection, as set forth in the first
Ofice

action (Paper No. 4, June 24, 1997) is:

Collins et al teach the cl ained subject matter

except for show ng use of capacitors connected

to the coil term nal ends. However, as set forth

in Anderson et al it is conventional to connect

capacitors to the coil ends in a plasnma generation

systemto provide a nore efficient and controll abl e

power supply and plasma generation. |In view of this
teaching it woul d have been obvious to nodify

Collins

et al to use this type of power supply connection to

provide a nore efficient coupling of the plasma to the

devi ce.

After fully considering the record in light of the

argunents presented in appellant's brief and in the exam ner's

’The examner's statenent in section (9) of the answer
that "[n]o prior art is relied upon by the exam ner in the
rejection of the clainms under appeal” is obviously incorrect.
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answer, we conclude that the rejection is well taken.

Appel I ant does not disagree with the exam ner's finding
that Collins discloses all the subject mater recited in clains
1 and 2 except for first and second capacitors connected as
claimed. In Figs. 4 to 9 and col. 13, lines 8 to 34, Collins
di scl oses various coil-capacitor arrangenents, wherein
vari abl e capacitance T integral to the source antenna (coil)
30 is used to tune the source to resonance, and | oad neans
(vari abl e capacitance) L "is provided to match the i nput
i npedance of the source antenna 30 to the output inpedance of
the associated [ RF] power generator 31 (or transm ssion |ine
310" (col. 13, lines 9 to 14). However, Collins does not
di scl ose two capacitors coupled as recited in claiml.

Ander son di scl oses a mass spectroneter having an RF power
source 3, a chanber 1 in which a plasma is generated, power
bei ng coupled thereto fromcoil 2, and two capacitors coupl ed
as recited inclaiml, i.e., a first capacitor C, through
whi ch one term nal of the coil is coupled to a reference
potential (ground), and a second capacitor C; through which
the second termnal of the coil is coupled to the power source
3. Capacitors C, and C, are variable, and together with
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vari abl e capacitor C, constitute an inpedance matching circuit
7 (col. 4, lines 9 to 15). The capacitors are adjusted by
magni t ude and phase detectors 8 to maintain an i npedance match
bet ween the power source and the load (col. 4, lines 15 to

34).
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Appel I ant argues that one of ordinary skill in the art
woul d not have been notivated to nodify Collins in view of
Ander son as proposed by the exam ner because although the
Col lins and Anderson systens both use plasnas, they perform
entirely different functions (fabricating devices vs. nmass
spectronmetry). In particular, Anderson discloses that
i npedance matching circuit 7 provides a neans for altering the
axi al conponent of the electromagnetic field, which, appellant
asserts, has no relevance to the plasma reactor of Collins
(brief, page 9).2® Also, appellant argues that Anderson has
nothing to do with the wormholing and arcing problens which
the present invention addresses and the exam ner "has provided
no valid or legitimate notivation to conbi ne the capacitor
arrangenent of Anderson et al. with the plasma reactor of
Collins et al." (brief, page 10).

These argunents are not persuasive. Even assum ng

arguendo that a function of Anderson's circuit 7, altering the

At page 5 of the answer, the exam ner states that
altering the axial conponent of the electromagnetic field is
al so used in reactors such as appellant's. Appellant has not
controverted this statenent by filing a reply brief, or
ot herw se.
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axi al conponent of the electromagnetic field, would not be a
consideration with the Collins system Anderson's circuit 7 is
neverthel ess al so disclosed as a circuit which perforns the
function of matching the inpedance between the power supply
and coil of a plasma chanber. Since Collins discloses, as

not ed above, that an inpedance nmat chi ng neans shoul d be
provided in such a coil circuit, we agree with the exam ner
that it woul d have been obvious to use the Anderson circuit 7
as that neans, this being sinply the selection of a particular
i npedance matching circuit taught by the prior art. One of
ordinary skill would have been particularly notivated to use
the Anderson circuit by the fact that it permts matching the
i npedance automatically in response to changes in |oad, as

di scl osed by Anderson at col. 4, lines 16 to 26.

Al t hough Anderson may not be concerned with the probl ens
addressed by appellant’'s invention, that does not affect the
propriety of conmbining Collins and Anderson. "As |long as sone
notivation or suggestion to conbine the references is provided
by the prior art taken as a whole, the | aw does not require
that the references be conbined for the reasons contenpl ated

by the inventor.” |[In re Beattie, 974 F.2d 1309, 1312, 24
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USPQ2d 1040, 1042 (Fed. Cir. 1992). See also In re Kenps, 97

F.3d 1427, 1430, 40 USPQ2d 1309, 1311 (Fed. Gr. 1996).

Accordingly, the rejection will be sustained.
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Concl usi on

The exam ner's decision to reject clains 1 and 2 is
af firnmed.
No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR 8§

1.136(a).
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